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perament trait called Sensory Processing Sensitivity (SPS), expressed as in-
creased awareness to perceive subtle stimuli and high emotional reactivity.
These people are more sensitive to the environment and parenthood, so the
development of psychopathology may be due to insecure attachment in con-
junction with high sensitivity, not only to high sensitivity. However, there is
little information on how SPS interacts with attachment style concerning Emo-
tional Regulation, whose alteration is considered the underlying mechanism
that allows understanding and preventing psychopathology’s emergence. Ob-
jective: This research’s objective was to evaluate the importance of SPS and
attachment styles as predictors of difficulties in emotional regulation (ERD).
Method: 1050 university students participated. To determine the direct and
indirect relationships of the independent variables, generalized linear models
and structural equations were used. Results: Only anxious attachment was
indirectly related to ERD through the SPS. SPS-attachment interaction seems
to increase the probability of ERD compared to a low level of SPS regardless
of attachment style. An anxious attachment was found to be the best predic-
tor of ERD. Conclusions: Difficulties in regulating emotions in highly sensi-
tive people are difficult to avoid, even with a secure attachment.
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1. Introduction

Approximately one-fifth of the world’s population possesses a temperament trait
called Sensory Processing Sensitivity (SPS) (Aron & Aron, 1997), which gives
people heightened awareness to perceive subtle stimuli, a potential to be over-
whelmed by these, a low stimulation threshold and high emotional reactivity
(Acevedo, 2020). They can also quickly identify the mood or emotional state of
people and experience both pleasant and unpleasant emotions with intensity
(Aron & Aron, 1997; Aron et al., 2012; Greven et al., 2019; Homberg et al.,
2016).

Recent studies have reported that people who possess this trait, also called
Highly Sensitive People (HSP), exhibit higher neural activation in different brain
regions (Naumann et al., 2020). Some areas are related to awareness, empathy
and motor control in response to the emotions of the others (Acevedo et al.,
2014; Acevedo et al., 2017). Others are associated with the integration of sensory
information, higher cognitive processing, decision-making and complex tasks
and, the response to changes subtle in the stimuli (Jagiellowicz et al., 2011). Due
to this, HSP presents an increased awareness and higher preparation to respond
to environmental stimuli, particularly to critical social situations, as well as a
more elaborate sensory processing with greater attention to details and greater
attention to subtleties (Acevedo et al., 2014; Acevedo et al., 2017; Jagiellowicz et
al,, 2011; Naumann et al., 2020).

Likewise, emotional regulation has gained significant interest in recent years
because it is considered the variable whose impairment underlies various forms
of psychopathology (Sloan et al., 2017) so it is necessary that it be considered as
one of the key variables in treatment and prevention (Rehm & Staiger, 2018).
Previous research (Brindle et al., 2015) has reported that emotional regulation
difficulties (ERD) mediate the relationship between SPS and negative affect.

Brindle et al. (2015) have pointed out that high sensitivity seems to interfere
with emotional regulation strategies due to a greater awareness of emotional
states and a tendency to be exposed to negative internal states, which is why it is
more necessary to have conditions parenting skills to develop effective strategies.

In fact, SPS seems to mark differences in the degree of susceptibility to envi-
ronmental influences, positive and negative (Greven et al., 2019; Greven &
Homberg, 2020; Slagt et al., 2017). When SPS interact with inappropriate paren-
tal behaviors causes psychological difficulties (Booth et al., 2015) and emotional
alterations, such as depression or anxiety when there are low levels of care (Aha-
di & Basharpoor, 2010; Aron & Aron, 1997; Aron et al., 2005) and high levels of
overprotection (Liss et al., 2005). SPS appears to be an independent risk factor
for experiencing psychological distress beyond interactions with parents (Liss et
al., 2005). However, there is evidence that people with high sensitivity and qual-
ity parenting tend to respond more intensely to emotional stimuli, especially
positive ones (Greven et al., 2019; Jagiellowicz et al., 2016), and can be signifi-
cantly benefited by experiences that promote pleasant emotions (Greven et al.,
2019; Pluess & Boniwell, 2015).

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2021.1211111

1849 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2021.1211111

K. S. Montoya-Pérez et al.

On the other hand, from the first studies on SPS, Aron and Aron (1997) ob-
served that people with high sensitivity who had a happy childhood generally
reported having been successful in the different areas of their lives. When ans-
wering a questionnaire on attachment styles, the majority showed a secure at-
tachment. On the contrary, when the parental environment was poor, people
with high sensitivity reported a much less happy childhood, social adjustment
problems and personality problems in adulthood and, they tended to have an
insecure attachment. For this reason, the development of neuroticism traits in
these people is the result of insecure attachment inset with high sensitivity, ra-
ther than the consequence of high sensitivity alone (Aron & Aron, 1997). Cur-
rent reviews on the subject indicate that in adverse environments, highly sensi-
tive individuals show a predisposition to the development of psychopathology,
while in favorable environments, the favorable aspects of the trait tend to be ex-
pressed to a greater extent (e.g. Greven et al., 2019; Jagiellowicz et al., 2020).

Besides, attachment is an emotion regulation device that is activated when
necessary to re-establish the feeling of protection or security in the face of the
experience of danger, harm, or dejection (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Accord-
ing to the characteristics of the interaction with parents, provide or make it dif-
ficult to obtain the necessary elements for learning effective emotional regulation
strategies (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012). Studies on attachment styles and psy-
chopathology report that insecure and anxious styles are associated with more
symptoms of psychopathology (e.g. Pascuzzo et al., 2015), while secure attach-
ment has been related to fewer difficulties in emotional regulation (Guzman et
al., 2016), more adaptive strategies and constructive coping mechanisms (Cabral
et al., 2012).

As a result, the present research starts from the idea that the SPS mediates the
relationship between attachment style and ERD, amplifying the bonding expe-
rience. Therefore, the proposed hypothesis is that HSP with an insecure attach-
ment style will show more significant ERD, putting them at a higher risk of de-
veloping psychopathology than those who are not highly sensitive and have the
same attachment style. On the contrary, HSP with a secure attachment could
develop more effective emotional regulation strategies and achieve adequate or
higher adaptation levels than non-highly sensitive people with the same attach-
ment style.

The relationship between SPS and attachment styles in emotional regulation
difficulties remains unexplored, hence the relevance of conducting research in
this regard. This study aims to: 1) evaluate the mediation of SPS between at-
tachment style and ERD, 2) evaluate the differences in the level of ERD between
SPS-attachment styles interactions and, 3) explore the role of SPS and attach-
ment styles, as predictors of ERD.

2. Method
2.1. Participants

Using a non-probabilistic convenience sampling, the sample consisted of 1040
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university students, 666 (64%) women and 374 (36%) men between 18 and 28
years of age (M = 20.65, SD = 1.92).

2.2. Measures

Highly Sensitive Person Scale (HSPS)

To assess SPS, a translated version of the HSPS (Aron & Aron, 1997) was uti-
lized (Montoya-Pérez et al., 2019). It is a self-report scale designed to measure
the degree of sensitivity of adults. It consists of 17 items with Likert-type res-
ponses ranging from 1 not at all to 7 extremely, which are answered based on
how the person feels. Examples: “Do you seem to be aware of subtleties in your
environment?” “Are you easily overwhelmed by things like bright lights, strong
smells, coarse fabrics, or sirens close by?” All items scored in the same direction,
so the higher the score, the higher the sensitivity level. Principal components
analysis suggested a solution of two factors that explained 30% of the variance:
1) Processed Sensitivity (PS) with 13 items and, 2) Low Sensory Threshold (LST)
with 4 items. The reliability analysis reported an index a = .89.

The authors of the HSPS explain that, since some items on the scale are in-
volved with negative affect by trying to capture the experience of discomfort, es-
pecially in certain situations, it is advisable to consider this to determine the level
of SPS and directly investigate the presence of neuroticism (Aron & Aron, 2018).
Because of this, the participants previously answered three questions that in-
quired about the presence of neuroticism: 1) Are you a tense or worried person
by nature? 2) Are you prone to fear(s)? 3) Are you prone to depression? Whose
response options in all cases were: a) Yes or b) No.

Adult Attachment Styles Scale (AASS)

Developed by Marquez et al. (2009), it comprises 21 items on a 7-point Li-
kert-type scale that ranges from 1 totally disagree to 7 totally agree. People re-
spond based on how they feel about each statement. The scale consists of three
factors that represent the three types of attachment. The avoidant style consisted
of 7 items and had a reliability index of a = .88 (example: “It bothers me that my
partner seeks a lot of closeness”). With 8 items, the anxious style had a reliability
index of a = .86 (example: “I am worried that my partner is not as interested in
me as I am in her”). Finally, the secure style, with 6 items, had a reliability index
of @ = .81 (example: “I trust that my partner loves me as much as I love her”). It
is compared to the sum of the items that make up each of them and, the one
with the highest score is interpreted as the predominance of the person’s at-
tachment style.

Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale in Spanish (DERS-E)

To assess ERD, a translated and adapted version of DERS (Gratz & Roemer,
2004) was used (Marin et al., 2012). It is a self-report instrument designed to as-
sess difficulties in emotional regulation. It consists of 24 items distributed in
four factors. Non-acceptance, with 9 items and a reliability index a = .85 (exam-

ple: “I get angry with myself for feeling that way”). Goals, with 6 items and a re-
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liability index a = .79 (example: “It’s hard for me to do my homework”). Aware-
ness, with 5 items and a reliability index a = .71 (example: “My feelings are
clear”). Clarity, with 4 items and a reliability index a = .68 (“My emotions sur-
pass me and they’re out of control”). The reliability index of the 24 items was .89.
Each item is scored from 0 to 4 points; items 1, 2, 6, 7 and 9 are scored inversely.
The total score is interpreted: below 14 points, it indicates low levels of difficul-
ties in emotional regulation; between 15 and 31, it represents medium levels and,
greater than 31, high levels of difficulties.

2.3. Procedure

After having obtained the approval of the ethics committee of the Universidad
de Colima, for the application of the scales, teachers of different subjects in dif-
ferent educational programs of higher-level (Bachelor’s degree) authorized that
during their class, the students would be invited to participate and thus, carry
out a massive application in one go. The participants read the Informed Consent
Form and those who consented in writing answer anonymously the scales
(HSPS, AASS, and DERS-E) in an approximate time of 30 minutes.

2.4. Data Analysis

Data analysis was performed with the statistical program R 4.0.2 (R Core Team,
2020) with a 95% confidence level. Variance analysis, association analysis and ge-
neralized linear models were carried out with the psych package (Revelle, 2019),
while the post hoc test was obtained with the agricolae package (de Mendiburu,
2019). The correlation matrix was obtained with the Hmisc package (Harrell Jr.
& Dupont, 2019) and structural equations with the lavaan package (Rosseel,
2012).

3. Results

3.1. Attachment Styles and Neuroticism

86.6% of the participants showed a predominantly secure attachment style, 9.6%
an anxious attachment, and 3.7% an avoidant attachment. Regarding the neuro-
ticism traits, 59.6% of the students saw themselves as tense or worried people,
50.8% described themselves as having a propensity to fear and 41% as depres-
sion. Only 22.7% of the participants answered negatively to the three questions.
It should be noted that, within the anxious and avoidant attachment styles, were
affirmative responses regarding the presence of neuroticism traits in more than
half of the participants and, in the case of the secure style, 56.9% were described
as a tense or worried person, 48.3% reported being prone to fear and 36.4% to

depression.

3.2.SPS and ERD Levels

HSPS and DERS-E scores differed significantly from a normal distribution. Scores’

differences of both scales were evaluated, taking into account gender, attachment
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style, and the presence of neuroticism traits. Results showed that women had a
significantly higher SPS level than men did. Likewise, when participants described
themselves with any of the three characteristics investigated concerning the neu-
roticism traits, the SPS levels were significantly higher. In addition, statistically
significant differences were observed in SPS levels in relation to attachment styles.
Those with a secure style had a significantly lower level than those with an an-
xious style and an avoidant style.

On the other hand, no statistically significant difference was found between
the genders at the ERD level. This was significantly higher in participants who
identified themselves as tense or worried people, prone to fear and depression,
relative to those who did not. Finally, those with a secure attachment style had
significantly lower ERD levels than those with an anxious style and an avoidant
style. The participants with an avoidance style exhibited a significantly higher
level of ERD than those with an anxious attachment.

3.3. Correlations

A correlation matrix was made to know the relationship between total levels of
SPS, the total level of ERD and attachment styles. It is possible to notice in Table
1 that correlations between anxious and avoidant styles concerning SPS were
weakly positive, unlike the secure style, where no correlation was presented. On
the other hand, the correlation between ERD and SPS was positive and moderate.
Regarding correlations between attachment styles and ERD, the highest was
presented with the anxious style. Likewise, the avoidant style correlated posi-
tively, although only weakly. On the contrary, the secure style had a weak nega-

tive correlation.

3.4. Structural Equations

Structural equation models (Loehlin & Beaujean, 2017) were used to explore di-
rect and indirect relationships between SPS, attachment styles, and ERD. Two
models were examined: 1) attachment styles, SPS and ERD levels, and 2) at-

tachment styles, SPS factors, and ERD factors.

Table 1. Correlation matrix between SPS, ERD, secure attachment, anxious attachment
and avoidant attachment.

SPS ERD SEC ANX AVO
SPS 1 53¢ -.03 370k .10%*
ERD - 1 —.23%%* 50%0% 200
SEC - - 1 -.10* —.38%*
ANX - - - 1 164
AVO - - - - 1

Note: SPS = Sensory Processing Sensitivity total score; ERD = difficulties in emotional reg-
ulation total score; SEC = secure attachment; ANX = anxious attachment; AVO = avoi-
dant attachment. *N'= 1040. > p < .05, *p < .01, **p < .001.
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The first model results (Figure 1) showed that anxious attachment style is also
indirectly related to the DRE through SPS. The second model found that avoid-
ance style is indirectly related to NAC and CON (ERD factors) through LST
(SPS factor). Furthermore, anxious attachment, it was indirectly related to the
four factors of the ERD through both factors of the SPS (PS and LST). Table 2

shows adjustment values (Hooper et al., 2008) of the best models found.

3.5. Differences in the Level of Difficulties in Emotional
Regulation between Interactions (SPS Levels and Adult
Attachment Styles)

With the total scores obtained in the EPAS (minimum, maximum, first and third

Table 2. Adjustment values of t models examined through structural equations analysis.

AGFI AIC BIC CFI RMSEA
. Akaike Bayesian Comparative ) Root Mean
Adjusted goodness ) . . ] ) x> Model
of fit index information information  Adjustment Index Square Error of
criterion criterion >6=.90 Approximation < .08
Model 1 7561273 167,404.6 167,904.3 787 5914.841 .064
Model 2 —-3.387953 38,014.01 38,202 .868 409.047 .626
ANX
Model 1
0.37
SPS 0.36
0.4
ERD
Model 2
AVO ANX ANX
0.11 0.23 0.39
0.14 | LST | 0.9 038 /045 | LST 04 017 029 /035| PS 0.31 . 0.11
03 0.1 024 /0.21 " 0.17 0.08 0.38 /0.38 034 0.21
NAC CON GO NAC CLA CON GO NAC CLA CON

Figure 1. Mediation of SPS between attachment styles and difficulties in emotional regulation. SEC = secure attachment; AVO =
avoidant attachment; ANX = anxious attachment; ERD = difficulties in emotional regulation total score; NAC = non-acceptance;
GO = goals; CON = consciousness; CLA = clarity; SPS = sensory processing sensitivity total score; PS = processed sensitivity; LST
= low sensitivity threshold. Only significant relationships between variables (direct and indirect) are included in the diagrams
(with their estimated values).
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quartiles, mean and median), three levels of high sensitivity were determined: 1)
Low, from 17 to 55 points; 2) Medium, from 56 to 81 points and; 3) High, from
82 to 119 points. Within the sample, 262 participants (140 women and 122 men)
were located at the low level, 508 at the medium level (309 women and 199 men)
and 270 at the high level (217 women and 53 men). It is important to mention
that the medium level was not considered for the subsequent analyzes because it
does not allow making the theoretical inferences necessary for the purposes of
this study.

The differences in the total score of the DERS-E between six interactions (see
Table 3) obtained from the combinations between the levels of SPS and the at-
tachment styles were evaluated in order to test the hypotheses raised. For this,
the Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was used, the results of which revealed
statistically significant differences (4 (8) = 328.49, p < .001).

Table 4 shows the stated hypotheses and the significance values obtained for

each comparison, resulting from the post hoc test (multiple comparison).

3.6. Generalized Linear Models

Previous correlations revealed bivariate relationships between variables, and

since the distribution of the DERS-E score was not normal and adjusted to a

Table 3. Interactions obtained from SPS levels and Attachment styles.

Nomenclature Definition
1. H-SPS * Secure High level of SPS and Secure Attachment
2. H-SPS * Anxious High level of SPS and Anxious Attachment
3. H-SPS * Avoidant High level SPS and Avoidant Attachment
4. L-SPS * Secure Low level of SPS and Secure Attachment
5. L-SPS * Anxious Low level of SPS and Anxious Attachment
6. L-SPS * Avoidant Low level of SPS and Avoidant Attachment

*Asterisk (*) interaction.

Table 4. Hypotheses and results of the post hoc test for the evaluation of the differences
between the interactions (levels of SPS and attachment styles) with respect to the score of
the Difficulties in Emotional Regulation Scale (DERS-E).

Variance analysis

Hypoth M SD
ypotheses significance
H-SPS*Secure < L-SPS*Secure p <.0001 40.34 > 19.02 16.93 < 12.40
H-SPS*Anxious > L-SPS*Anxious p=.0108 62.53> 40.22 16.24 > 14.91

H-SPS*Avoidant > L-SPS*Avoidant p=.0005 55.53> 24.00 19.81> 10.88

Note: H-SPS = SPS high level; L-SPS = SPS low level; Secure = secure attachment; An-
xious = anxious attachment; Avoidant = avoidant attachment; M = mean; SD = standard
deviation. *Asterisk (*) interaction. °(>) Greater than. °(<) Less than. ‘In bold statistically
significant differences. “In bold and italics statistically significant differences that reject
the null hypothesis.
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gamma type, generalized log gamma linear models (Dunn & Smyth, 2018) were
evaluated to examine the relative contribution of these as predictors of difficul-
ties in emotional regulation level (Table 5).

Results showed that SPS, attachment styles (secure, anxious, and avoidant),
and SPS-attachment styles interactions, explained 42.6% of the variance. SPS,
anxious attachment and, SPS-anxious attachment interaction were significant
independent predictors of ERD. Considering the presence of neuroticism traits
(tendency towards depression, fear, and considering oneself a tense or worried
person), the same variables, with depression, explained 45% of the variance and
contributed independently as predictors.

Likewise, the anxious attachment was the best predictor of ERD in both mod-
els. When neuroticism traits were taken into account, the tendency to depression
was the only one that contributed significantly positively, subtracting weight
from anxious attachment without being more significant.

It should be noted that SPS was a weak independent positive predictor in both
models. However, only in interaction with anxious attachment contributed sig-

nificantly, but negatively and weakly.

4. Discussion

This study aimed to analyze the relationship between SPS and attachment styles,
with difficulties in emotional regulation (ERD) through: 1) evaluate the media-
tion of SPS between attachment style and ERD, 2) evaluate the differences in the
level of ERD between SPS-attachment styles interactions and, 3) explore the role
of SPS and attachment styles, as predictors of ERD.

In relation to the first subsection, structural equations analysis showed that
avoidance style has indirect relationships with NAC and CON (ERD factors)
through USB (SPS factor) and, that anxious style was indirectly related to all
ERD factors (NAC, GO, CON, CLA) through both SPS factors (PS and LST).
This could be explained, in part, by SPS multidimensionality, already been re-
ported in other studies, especially when evaluating the relationship between the

different dimensions of the SPS with variables associated with psychopathology

Table 5. Generalized linear models for SPS, attachment styles, and neuroticism traits as predictors of ERD.

SPS Secure

Anxious Avoidant

SPS: SPS: SPS: Tense or ~ Tendency Depression _,

Secure  Anxious Avoidant worried person to fear  tendency

ERD 0267 —-.066

ERD and
NT

.020°*  —-.093

.098 -.001  —.002%** -.001 426

.103 .000 —.002** -.001 .028 .016 2150+ 45

Note: ERD = emotion regulation difficulties total score; NT = neuroticism trait; SPS = sensory processing sensitivity total score;

Secure = secure attachment; Anxious = anxious attachment; Avoidant = avoidant attachment; SPS: Secure = SPS-Secure attach-

ment interaction; SPS: Anxious = SPS-Anxious attachment interaction; SPS: Avoidant = SPS-Avoidant attachment interaction.
*ERD, ERD and NT as dependent variables. SPS, Secure, Anxious, Avoidant, SPS: Secure, SPS: Anxious, SPS: Avoidant, Tense or
worried person, tendency to fear, depression tendency, as independent variables. ‘R?, explained variance. %*p < .05, **p < .01 and

Htp <001,
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(e.g. Smolewska et al., 2006; Ahadi & Basharpoor, 2010; Grimen & Diseth, 2016).
However, it is necessary to mention that unlike the HSPS original version, the
HSPS Mexican version, used in this research, seems mainly focused on investi-
gating the difficulties associated with SPS. Perhaps, for this reason, results showed
a positive and moderate correlation of SPS with ERD as well as intermediation of
SPS between ERD and insecure attachment, and not intermediation of SPS be-
tween ERD and secure attachment and a moderate negative correlation between
SPS and ERD, as expected.

On the other hand, regarding subsection two, the analysis of variance with the
Kruskal-Wallis test showed that the score obtained on the DERS-E, associated
with the interactions between the high level of SPS and the attachment styles,
differed significantly from that related to the interactions derived from the low
level of SPS. In other words, participants with a high level of SPS, compared to
those with a low level, had more difficulty regulating their emotions, regardless
of the attachment style they show. This means that even students with a secure
attachment and a high level of SPS reported more difficulties in regulating their
emotions, compared to those who had the same attachment, but with a low level
of SPS.

These results are in disagreement with what is proposed by Aron & Aron
(1997). Those with secure attachment and high SPS levels were expected to have
significantly less difficulty regulating their emotions than those with low SPS le-
vels and the same attachment style. This is due to the fact that secure attachment
has been related to fewer difficulties in emotional regulation (e.g., Guzman et al.,
2016), and, in addition, people with high sensitivity tend to respond more in-
tensely to emotional stimuli, especially positive ones (Jagiellowicz et al., 2016),
benefiting from experiences that promote pleasant or pleasant emotions (Pluess
& Boniwell, 2015). Therefore, a high level of SPS coupled with a parenting with a
secure attachment, could facilitate the development of more effective emotional
regulation strategies.

However, what was obtained in this study could be in correspondence with
what was stated by Liss et al. (2005). For these researchers, SPS seems to be an
independent risk factor for experiencing psychological distress beyond expe-
riences with parents, this because it is a physiological tendency to process infor-
mation at low stimulation thresholds, which can predispose an individual to be
more receptive and aware of possible threats in the environment and, therefore,
be more physiologically reactive.

In this sense, the interaction between high level of SPS and attachment style
seems to increase the probability of having difficulties in emotional regulation
compared to a low level of SPS. When evaluating the differences in the level of
difficulties in emotional regulation only among the attachment styles, it was
found that students with secure attachment had significantly less difficulties than
those with anxious or avoidant attachment, as has already been reported in the

literature (e.g., Guzman et al., 2016).
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Finally, on subsection tree, results show that SPS-anxious attachment interac-
tion predicts ERD negatively and weakly. Similarly, the anxious attachment was
the best predictor of ERD. Specifically, SPS-anxious attachment and SPS-avoidant
attachment interactions were expected to yield an estimate with a positive value
and, in the case of SPS-secure attachment interaction, a negative value. In other
words, SPS-insecure attachment interaction (anxious and avoidant styles) would
significantly increase the ERD level and, conversely, SPS-secure attachment in-
teraction would decrease it. The results departed from these assumptions. How-
ever, they showed that SPS total level contributes significantly to ERD, although
minimally, despite the moderate correlation between both variables.

Furthermore, depression tendency as the only significant predictor with a
positive and second-best predictor of ERD only affects the anxious attachment
contribution to ERD, but not the SPS value. Therefore, the correlation of SPS
with ERD and anxious attachment, or its intermediation between it and ERD,
seems unrelated to neuroticism traits or attachment style.

Consequently, even what was found in this study does not give empirical
support to what Aron and Aron (1997) proposed and preferably, results coincide
with what Liss et al., (2005), this research results have created an important
precedent studying relationships between SPS, ERD, and adult attachment style
for the first time.

Brindle et al. (2015) reported that emotional regulation difficulties mediate
the relationship between SPS and negative affect, hypothesizing that this trait
interferes with adaptive emotion regulation strategies is accompanied by a ten-
dency to be exposed to negative and aversive internal states. However, it is known
that these strategies are developed in the first years of life from the interaction
with parents, who are at first, external regulators of the same (Thompson, 1994,
2014). Besides, these strategies are related to the attachment-behavioral systems
activated by the experience of threats or stressors, internal or external (Miku-
lincer & Shaver, 2016). It has been reported in various studies, correlations be-
tween attachment styles and levels of emotional regulation (e.g. Cabral et al.,
2012; Pascuzzo et al., 2015; Guzman et al., 2016). Hence, it was relevant to eva-
luate the attachment style in conjunction with SPS and emotion regulation dif-
ficulties.

Finally, as Ben-Avi et al. (2012) point out, it is very necessary that the SPS trait
be evaluated in the clinical setting due to the implications it has in the develop-

ment, treatment and prevention of psychopathology.

5. Limitations

The present study only used the three questions suggested by the authors of
HSPS, original version, to determine the presence of neuroticism, which lacks
psychometric support for this population. Also, the HSPS Mexican version has a
possible bias in its structure, which seems focused on difficulties of high sensi-

tivity experience without being able to collect other elements that potentially are
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also part of this trait and that would suppose benefits or advantages. Moreover,
despite being numerous, the sample considered it is sufficiently homogeneous to
limit external validity given that it was university students with little variability
in age, education, and other demographic characteristics.

For this reason, in future research, it would be desirable to have an instrument
to evaluate the positive or neutral aspects of SPS and make use of instruments
with appropriate psychometric characteristics to evaluate neuroticism in the Mex-
ican population. Similarly, a randomized and stratified sampling based on soci-

odemographic variables would allow for greater external validity.

6. Conclusion

Results suggest that the difficulties in regulating highly sensitive people’s emo-
tions are problematic to avoid, even with a secure attachment. However, HSPS
Mexican version bias, when mainly evaluating SPS difficulties, does not allow the
observing supporting effect of SPS-secure attachment interaction on emotional
regulation.

This suggests reviewing the HSPS Mexican version and developing an instru-
ment that manages to cover all the SPS aspects that theory contemplates and that
indeed are not included in this scale. This will help future studies have greater
clarity about SPS implications in interaction with attachment style and its rela-
tionship with emotion regulation strategies.

Similarly, it is necessary to consider other variables related to SPS and its in-
teraction with environmental factors for the development or not of psychopa-

thologies, such as parenting styles, social support, or resilience.
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